
February 1 8 , 19 87 LB 392

we can debate it. And since this is the only way that we can
d ebate it and since Senator Abboud did bring it up, I think it
is important that I do rise again and express my intention to
vote against this bill on Final Reading and we have be labored
long and hard the pros and cons, but it is important that you
understand that there are about three dif ferent r e asons w hy
issues in regards to LB 392 that are important. Number one, the
issue is th ere is a loss of federal funds, some $400,000 I
believe is an annualization of the loss of federal funds. It is
important that you make a policy decision as to how you are
going to treat General Fund expend tures and how they relate to
federal funds. We have been losing federal funds regularly for
the last t wo , three years tha t I am a ware of, being on the
A ppropriations Committee, and we' re going to continue t o los e
federal funds. Mr . President, I can hardly hear myself.

PRESIDENT: (Gavel.) Pl ease, let' s hold the conversation down
so we ca n h e a r t he spe a k e r s . Than k y o u, and t ha n k yo u , Sen at o r
H anniba l .

SENATOR HANNIBAL: The loss of federal funds is an issue that we
have wrestled with fo r a t least two years. We are going to
wrestle with it for the next two years t hat I know of and
probably on into the future. If we' re going to use the argument
that we do n't want to cu General Fund expenditures, state
dollars, because it will lose some matching federal funds, y ou
are going to see an escalation in our General Fund appropriation
that you j ust ca n't i m agine. We have, in fact, taken on a
philosophy in this Legi slature for the past two years that we
are not saying we' re going to increase state funds just to make
up for federal funds. We are rather looking at each individual
program, what i s happening and making a decision independently
as to whether that program, that expenditure of state funds is
indeed worthwhile. You know and I know that we have, in fact,
n ot replaced federal funds the l ast couple of year s . This
argument of spending this $100,000 and actually as you all know,
it is going to be much more than $100,000. I t is going tc be at
least $200,000 annualized for this coming year starting July 1
plus we' re dipping into o p erating expenses that th e Soc ial
Services Department has said will be needed t o cov e r t he se j ob s
already, so we' re talking about significantly more dollars than
$100,000. It is not our policy, has not been our policy to
spend those funds just to hold on to a federal fund match. The
other argument, o f cou rse, is , ar e we going to cut d o w n t he
services out in these field offices? The Department o f Soc i a l
Services has made a d etermination, a managerial determ nation
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